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THE 1990s HAVE USHERED
in an era of rapid change,
both in America’s employ-
; _ ment of its military forces
gl Aassd - and in its sense of its defense
needs for the next century. A
revolution in military affairs (RMA) looms:
someohservers claimthat DesertStorm’sstra-
tegic air cam paignheralded advancesintech-
nology and doctrine that will fundamentally
reshape future warfare. Today, the RMA is an
explicitly stated goal, enjoying the full sup-
port of Secretary of Defense William Cohen.
However, its successful implementation is
not foreordained. Similarly, there was no
guarantee that a single air commander would
direct the Desert Storm air campaign, despite
the concept’s endorsement by senior leaders.
Thereasons for this gap be tween stated policy
and certain implementation are twofold.
First, just as the air campaign’'sorganizational
enabler, the unified air commander, was not
ingrained in military doctrine and practice
prior to Desert Storm, neither is the RMA
guaranteed to take hold throughout today's
defense organizations. Second, unless the ra
tional basis for the strategy is translated into
an overarching vision, the RMA faces obsta-
cles in the form of powerful, change-resistant
bureaucratic forces.!
This state of affairs should concern us, be-
cause even if pursuing the RMA reflects a ra-
tional choice (as US defense leaders claim),
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pastex perience castsdoubtupon theirabil ity
to implement such sweeping changes. This
article employs the example of the Desert
Stormaircam paigntoillustrate thoseas pects
of organizational processes and governmen-
tal politics that tend to inhibit the adoption
of innovative technology and doctrine. Its
methodology employs insights gained from
the three models developed in Graham T. Al-

lison's Essence of Decision, his seminal work

on government decision making—the ra-
tional actor, the organizational process, and
governmental politics models. This article
first demonstrates how the policy choices in

question, while not entirely predictable,

nonetheless resulted from explicitly rational
means. Its purpose is not to argue that the
policy choice is the correct one (in the sense
of be ing op ti mal); rather, itaims to show that
arational pro cess led to the se lected course of
action. Next, for the case of the air campaign,

it examines how organizational processes

and governmental politics combined to alter

this rationally chosen course of action. Fi-

nally, these find ings will be com bined to sug-

gest an actionable set of recommendations
aimed at enhancing RMA implementation by
explicitly incorporating organizational and
political factors from the start.

Admittedly, the two cases are dissimilar in
important ways. The air campaign originally
known as Instant Thunder was a strategy for
the attainment of national objectives
through the innovative use of existing forces
and doctrine, while the RMA entails pro-
tracted innovation and implementation pro-
cesses.2 Further, selection of the Instant
Thunder strategy was largely a discrete deci-
sion made by Gen H. Norman Schwarzkopf
and endorsed by his superiors, whereas the
RMA involves multiple decision makers
charged with selection, procurement, and in-
tegration of advanced weaponry throughout
(and even beyond) the US military. Yet, both
cases share a common thread in that both ad-
dress the application of technology to war-
fare innewways. Therefore, effects present in
pre-Desert Stormplanning mayfind parallels
duringRMAimplementation. Furthermore, if
organizational processes and governmental
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politics had a significantimpactuponInstant
Thunder, we should expect the RMA to mag-
nify these effects due to the vastly greater
number of players and time horizon.

Analytical Framework: The
Rational Actor, Organizational
Process, and Governmental
Politics Models

Many of the post-Gulf War analyses of
air power assumed that the air cam paign was
the result of a rational choice, which is a
clearly compelling supposition. General
Schwarzkopfasked forandre ceivedastrate-
gic air campaign plan, an apparently ra-
tional course of action in that it played a
coalition strength against an Iraqi weak-
ness. However, this assumption fails to ex-
plain why the military was able to fight a
war that ran counter to its basic assump-
tions about the proper role of air forces. US
military leaders believed strongly that they
should train as they were go ing to fight, and
the US military in 1990 was thoroughly pre-
pared to employ air forces in support of
ground forces and in simultaneous, not se-
quential, fashion. Furthermore, our expla-
nation must account for the influence of
governmental politics. Despite the fact that
the joint force air component commander
(JFACC) con cept was grounded in joint doc-
trine, it was extremely controversial?® Serv-
ices whose leaders disagreed with this con-
cept had not taken steps to enable
integration of their air forces under a uni
fied air commander. We thus must examine
notonlytherationalbasisofthisinnovative
strategy, butalso the organizationaland po-
litical dynamics that altered it and could
have rendered it ineffective.

Graham Allison’s study of the Cuban mis-
silecrisis, EssenceofDecision, providesauseful
framework for this analysis. In that work, Al-
lison examined the events of October 1962
using three different conceptual models. The
first, therational ac tormodel, treated gov ern-
mental action as the result of rational choice.
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The second, the organizational process
model, builtonconceptsfromorganizational
theory and economics to assert that such ac-
tions can be described as the output of orga-
nizational processes. Finally, the third, the
governmental politics model, held that gov-
ernments act in ways that reflect bargaining
by players with different stakes and objec-
tives. Allison makes the point that all three
levels of analysis are useful. However, he
claims that the second and third models pro-
vide the analyst with greater ex plana toryand
predictive power.

These models lead to several insights into
thedecisionmakingthatledtoaninnovative
air strategy against Iraq. Model 1 clearly ap-
plies, insofar as the plan which Schwarzkopf
took forward was based on Col John A. War-
den’s strategic approach to planning an air
campaign.® In rational fashion, air planners
began with national objectives as their start-
ingpoint,identified complementarymilitary
objectives, and then chose targets to support
those objectives according to Warden's theo-
ries of “inside-out” warfare. Next, applying
Models 2 and 3 will permit us to understand
how organizational processes and govern-
mental politics influenced the air campaign
plan. Organizational factors explain why the
Air Staff’s concept of operations was doctri-
nally distinct from that of US Central Com-
mand (CENTCOM) and the other services,
and bureaucratic forces are responsible for
the debates over the air campaign's linchpin,
the JFACC.

Moreover, Allison’s models have increas-
ing levels of predictive and even normative
power. Theactiontakenbyanor ganizationat
time { + 1 is partially determined by its exist-
ing processes at time t. Thus, governmental
actors who took a certain position towards
airpower during Desert Storm may adopt a
like stance during current RMA-associated ef-
forts to operationalize technology in innova-
tive ways. Further, knowing which elements
of a bureaucracy are ascendant gives impor-
tant clues as to the likelihood that defense of-
ficials will succeed in transforming the mili-
tary, or whether the future will be much like

the present. This article advocates neither In-
stant Thunder nor the RMA; it merely aims to
predict the success of the latter by analyzing
the development of the former. The conclu-
sions do have normative value, however, in
that they point to some key ways in which de-
fense policy can enable the USmili tary to bet-
ter leverage doctrine, organization, and tech-
nology. As Allison points out, systematic
analysis holds the promise of better imple-
mentation of a preferred alternative by ex-
plicitlyconsideringorganizationalandpoliti-
cal factors at the outset.

The Path to the Air Campaign

GrahamAllison’sframework of three mod-
els—therationalactor,theorganizational pro-
cesses, and governmental politics—provides a
helpful insight into the conception and im-
plementation of the innovative air campaign
strategy in the Gulf War.

Model 1: Rational Actor

Using Model 1, the rational actor model, US
goals and objectives are the most important
factors influencing strategy selection. Al-
though the United States acted as a member
of a coalition, the air campaign was con-
ceived, planned, and largely executed under
USaus pices. There fore, for the sake of sim pli -
fication, the United States will serve as the
“rational actor” in this analysis.” As President
George Bush made clear, US goals included
forcinglraq'swithdrawal fromKuwait, restor-
ingKuwait’slegitimategovernment,securing
the stability of the Persian Gulf region, and
protecting US lives.? The United States faced
two alternatives: using force or relying on
economic sanctions. A sanctions-only policy
would have called for the coalition to build
up its forces in- theater only enough to de fend
Saudi Arabia from invasion. Backed by this
defensive posture, diplomacy would have
been the chiefmeans of reach ing na tional ob-
jectives. Although this ap proach had clear ad-
vantages, the Bush administration ultimately
decided that sanctions were unlikely to com-




pel Iraqi president Sad damHussein to ac cede
to US wishes.®

Another rational strategy was to rely on
some com binationofgroundandairforcesto
threaten and, ul ti mately, to force Iraq to com-
ply with US and coalition objectives.Possible
alternatives included (a) an air attack on stra-
tegic targets in Iraq, (b) a combined
air/ground offensive against Iraqgi forces in
Kuwait, or (c) a phased air/ground offensive
in both Iraq and Kuwait. Ultimately, the
United States chose the third option because
itwasmost likely to bringabout US ob jectives
atanacceptablecost. Althoughoption (a) was
what Warden and other airpower advocates
had in mind when they designed Instant
Thunder, they took a considerable risk: the
expectation that airpower alone would in-
duce an adversary to give up territory lacked
historicalgrounding. Thesecondalternative,
option (b), was consistent with then-current
AirLandBat tle doc trine. Of the three op tions,
it was widely expected to produce the most
casualties because it did nothing to diminish
Iragi opposition before a counterattack by
ground forces. Iraqi forces were dug into their
positionsinKuwait, ex pectedthecoalitionto
attack Kuwait, and were prepared to exact
highnumbersofcoalitioncasual ties. Inad di-
tion, it would have been problematic to per-
form the “left hook” maneuver without first
paralyzing Iragi command and control at its
source in Iraq proper.

On the other hand, com bin ing air and land
power in turn (option [c]) had historically
been an effective means of applying military
might while minimizing casualties. This ap-
proach had the additional advantage of giv-
ing commanders sequential options: forexam-
ple, they could pro ceed with the air cam paign
(as per option [a]), and then decide later
whether to go forward with the ground at-
tack. If the air campaign did not achieve the
desireddegradationinlragicombateffective-
ness and if casualty forecasts remained unac-
ceptably high, the air campaign phase could
be prolonged or the ground phase could be
canceled. Note that option (c) is not Instant
Thunder as Colonel Warden originally con-
ceived it; the impact of the initial Instant
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Thunder plan on this option is its massive
parallel attacks on targets in Iraq proper.

While there is no record of decision mak-
ers explicitly weighing orrank or dering these
three options, Allison claims such a record is
not required: “Predictions about what a na-
tion will do or would have done are gen erated
bycal culatingtherational thingtodoinacer-
tain situation, given specified objectives.”10
Thus Allison’s Model 1 suggests that we
merely logically connect the national objec-
tives with the means chosen. The above
Model 1 analysis, focusing on the strategic
choice of ac tors, thusleads to an un sur prising
outcome: it suggests that the United States
chose to conduct a strategic air campaign in
the context of a phased air/ground offensive
(option [c]) because it was the most effective
means of reaching US goals. Although option
(b)’s conformity with AirLandBattledoctrine
might have favored its selection, the expecta-
tion of high coalition casualties was enough
for a rational actor to rule it outl! Overall,
then, the choice of option (c) seems rather
straight forwardand provides few insightsnot
alreadyap par ent to stu dents of the Gulf War.
But this is what we would expect, given Alli-
son’s observation that much strategic think-
ing falls within the con fines of Model 1. Aswe
shall see in the next sections, there were im-
portantorganizationalforcesat play, bothbe-
fore and after the policy choice was made,
that could have brought about a different
courseof action. Thus, the policy mak ers who
chose option (c) had taken a necessary—but
not sufficient—step towards the events of
January 1991.

Maodel 2: Organizational Process

Taking a Model 2 organizational process ap-
proach, the decision—the strategic air cam-
paign—becomes an output of organizational
processes. We thus focus on which organiza-
tions were responsible for generating the air
campaign plan and examine how their per-
ceptions, priorities, and standard operating
procedures (SOP) (as well as sets of SOPs
which Allison calls programs) combined to
shape the outcome. The chief organizations
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tobe concerned with hereare CENT COM and
the US Air Force. Organizational processes
help explain how these organizations pro-
duced two very different plans in the early
days of the crisis.

The starting point for CENTCOM’s August
1990 crisis response had roots in cold war
plans and thus incorporated many of the un-
derlying assumptions of that era. Military
planners had anticipated that, in a regional
contingency, the United States would be
highly dependent on airpower but not in the
sense of a strategic air campaign.'? While
CENTCOM'’s contingency plan for combat-
ing aggressioninthePersian Gulfunderwent
extensive changes after the cold war, air-
power was still cast in a decidedlysupporting
role on the eve of Desert Storm.

Inaddition to the planning pro cess, the or-
ganization had an additional program at its
disposal to help reduce uncertainty: simu-
lated warfare in the form of exercises. How-
ever, diplomatic sensitivities and the lack of
troops stationed in the region limited CENT-
COM's capacity to conduct full-scale exer-
cises. Command post exercises such as Inter-
nal Look 90 were the next best choice. While
these exercises were valuable (for example,
theyidentified theneed forastra te gic air op-

tion), theirdefensivefocusfurtherhabituated
CENTCOM's and its air force component’s
(CENTAF) organizational processes.

CENTCOM'sorganizational processesthus
actually limited its options by carrying for-
ward assumptions without allowing for fresh
thinking, especially about contentious doc-
trinal issues such as an independent air cam-
paign. This is not to suggest that CENTCOM
or CENTAF planners were intellectually lax,
becauseitwouldbeunreasonable not to build
on previous experience. Starting each time
with a clean slate would both prolong the
planning process and discount the consid-
ered judgments of past strate gists. How ever, it
does underline how systemic factors—inher-
ent in an organization's programs—can influ-
ence outcomes in ways difficult for policy
makers to foresee.!3

The second organization whose actions
shaped the air cam paign was the US Air Force,
specifically the Air Staff. In contrast to CENT-
COM'’s precise application of the military’s
prescribed planning process as outlined
above, the Air Staff’s input was quite ad hoc.
In part, this reflects the reality of crisis action
planning; still, it represents a significant de-
parture from the usual procedures. Led by
Colonel Warden, a group of of fi cers in a plar

Some observers claim that Desert Storm’s strategic air campaign heralded advances in technology and doctrine that will

fundamentally reshape future warfare.




CAMPAIGNING EOR CHANGE 59

3 SRRREEE
RS S
3

SRR
RRAEERE
23
e

AR

RTRsares
22
32222




60 AIRPOWER JOURNAL FALL 1998

ning cell known as Checkmate came up with
a plan for a strategic air campaign. This pro-
cesswasunham pered by the intellectual limi-
tations imposed by years of devising defen-
sive theater plans. The Checkmate plan was
distinct from previous CENTAF thinking in
that it attempted to render enemy leadership
ineffective by disabling Iraq’s information
andcommunicationcapabilities.Inaddition,
it focused on using force to create desired ef-
fects rather than to attrit. Eventually, Check-
mate’s planning efforts were incorporated
into CENTAF’s in the form of the “Black
Hole” planning group in Riyadh.

In addition to planning and exercises, an-
other key organizational process was the de
velopment of service and joint doctrine. The
Air Force's doctrine had been shaped by the
wars in Korea and Vietnam, both of which
saw geographic and organizational division
of airpower by service and even within serv-
ices. Consequently, the Air Force’s doctrine
manual, AFM 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of
the United States Air Force, was vague on a uni
fied, independent role for airpower. As Col
Edward Mann observed, “The main sections
of the manual seem carefully to skirt this is-
sue, stressing instead the interdependence of
air, land, and sea forces. ™4 Jointdoc trine like-
wise failed to mandate unified control of the
air war.

Thus, the US military entered the Gulf cri-
sis lacking an ingrained routine that ensured
centralized control of strategic conventional
air operations. In addition, the doctrine of
the US Army, known as AirLand Battle, envi-
sioned airpower as an integratedbutsubordi-
nate element to the ground scheme of ma-
neuver!® Army doctrine did not view
airpower as having an independent, strategic
role. Further, naval forces lacked interoper-
abil ity with the US AirForce; for exam ple, the
airtask ingor der (ATO) could notbe trans mit-
ted automatically but had to be flown to the
carriers daily. Marine commanderswerelike-
wise unfamiliar with the ATO process and
preferred not to rely on it.'®* However,
Schwarzkopf’s choice of or ganizationandthe

six-month buildup allowed enough time for -

planners and operators to overcome many of
these challenges.

Model 2 produces several insights into the
organizational processes behind Instant
Thunder’'s development. First, CENTCOM's
habitually defensive think ing from past plan-
ning processes initially restricted its range of
options. Second, the Air Staff organization
proved flexible enough to allow an ad hoc
planning group to form, to develop a revolu-
tionary plan consistentwith politicalim pera-
tives, and to communicate that plan to field
commanders. An organizational prob-
lem—the lack of organic ability to plan a stra-
tegic air campaign—found an organizational
solution—the melding of Checkmate and
CENTAF's planning efforts. Finally, short-
comingsinorganizational pro cessesand doc-
trines were resolved during the buildup
phase.

In addition, the Air Force’s partial accep-
tance of John Warden's ideas about paraliel
warfare represents a rare instance of peace-
time organizational innovation. As Stephen
Peter Rosen has pointed out, peacetime inno-
vation generally requires more than a maver-
ick who challenges the prevailing doctrine.!?
According to Rosen, military innovation suc-
ceedswhensenior offi cers enable younger of -
ficers favoring the innovation to gain a
voice.!® Seen in this light, Gen Michael Du-
gan, Air Force chief of staff, took a criti cal step
towards innovation when he put Warden in
charge of Checkmate. An alternate organi-
zational source of innovation was the CENT-
COM planning staff. If the Air Staff’s effort
had not met his needs, Schwarzkopf could
have turned to his plan ners and di rected them
to plan a strategic air campaign. However, as
discussed earlier, past planning procedures
may have inhibited CENTCOM planners
from fully exploiting airpower’s strengths.

Model 3: Governmental Politics

Allison’s governmental (or bureaucratic)
politics model posits that the various players
within governments take positions that will
tend to enhance their power, both laterally
and vertically. Because “where you stand de-
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An unmanned aerial vehicle in Desert Storm. The major limits on exploiting Iong-availab/e technologies are not
inadequate research, development, and procurement but rigid and parochial organizational systems wi thin and among
the military services.

pends upon where you sit,” Model 3 analysis
causes us to iden tify the chan nelsinwhich an
issue arises, is decided upon, and finally im-
plemented. These channels can have a major
impact on governmental decision making by
determining which players will be involved
in a decision and how much power each will
bewilling tostake on the out come. Decisions
are the result of “pulling and hauling” be-
tween the various entities and cannot be un-
derstood without an appreciation of the
forces that animate the participants. Further-
more, Allison points out, it is important to
recognize that participants’ options fall
within a range of acceptable actions, con-
strained by custom, doc trine, and past policy
pronouncements.!®

Allison’s emphasis on the importance of
channels in determining outcomes is illus-
trated dramatically in the genesis of the air
campaign. As discussed earlier, General
Schwarzkopf chose to request a strategic air
campaign plan from the Air Staff. Reintegrat-
ing Instant Thunder into CENTAF channels
was predictably problematic; fortunately,
General Schwarzkopf gave Lt Gen Charles A.
Horner, commander of CENTAF, wide lati-

tude to mod ify the In stant Thun der plan, and
there was time to over come the “not in vented
here” objection. Moreover, constantcommu-
nications between Checkmate and the Black
Hole planners ac counted for the strong con ti-
nuity between Instant Thunder and the final
plan for Desert Storm’s air campaign.? Thus,
Model 3 analy sis lends sup port to the con clw
sion that channels of communication can
strongly influence outcomes.

Schwarz kopf's choice of the Air Staff as the
source for the campaign plan also had the ef-
fect of putting the Air Force in the bureau-
cratic driver’s seat with Warden at the con-
trols. Although planners from all services
contributed to the Instant Thunder plan, it
was Warden who took the plan to the other
ser-vices. Thus, his ideas about air power were
embedded in the plan from the start—includ-
ing, critically, the value of an air campaign
plan 2

Model 3 analysisalso consid ers theimpact
deadlines can have in forcing decisions. Dur-
ingthe Gulfcrisis, dead lines played an im por-
tant role. On three separate occasions, Gen
ColinPowell dis cussed with the presi dent the
deadline for making a decision to commit to
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an offensive strategy rather than to rely on
sanctions. Therefore, in late October 1990,
President George Bush decided to augment
the initial, defensive force with a much
stronger, offensive force. Without Powell's
insis tence, Bush maynothave recognized the
ex act point in time when he had to choose be
tween indefinitely prolonging sanctions and
developing an offensive capability.?2

Why an Air Campaign?

The three models each lead to important
insights into the strategic decision making
culminating in Desert Storm’s air campaign.
Wefind that the air strat egy is con sis tent with
arational actor the ory and that it is clearly the
product of organizational processes and bu-
reaucratic politics. The continuity among
these analyses cannot be wholly unexpected.
If in Model 1 we had decided that a rational
ac tor would have cho sen a com pletely dif fer-
ent strat egy, it would lead us to seek, in Mod-
els 2 and 3, to uncover those organizational
and political processes that may have led de-
cision makers astray. As it happens, however,
Models 2 and 3 have allowed us to identify
several characteristics that enabled the mili-
tary to produce new operational capabilities
by combining existing technology with ena-
bling doctrine.

First, it is useful to have a well-considered,
overarching vision that is shared throughout
the chain of command. Schwarzkopf’'s sup-
port for Instant Thunder’s core concepts en-
abled disparate organizations to collaborate
on the end product. Second, the vision

.should be made actionable by adopting or-
ganizational programs to guide all agencies
responsible for planning and implementa-
tion. In the case of Desert Storm's air cam-
paign, this meant the centralizationofairop-
erations under the JFACC using the air
tasking order process. Last, decision makers
must have a means of perceiving the cascad-
ing impacts that their decisions often have.
The presence of these same attributes—an ac-
tionable, clear vision combined with a trans-
parent mechanism for implementing deci-

sions—might notably increase the prospects
for RMA implementation.

The Path to the RMA

In undertaking the RMA, the US militaryis
choosing the most difficult of possible paths
to the future. Singleness of vision and linear
paths to strategy implementation are not the
strong suits of the US military. Rather,
Allison-style “pulling and hauling” amongst
roughly equal actors—the services among
themselves and the legislative and executive
branches above them-—better characterizes
the milieu in which this revolution will play
out. This brings us to our objective, which is
toassay the pros pects forthe RMA by ex trapo-
lating the insights gained from the above air
campaignanalysis. Here,Allison'smodelscan
be expanded to suit our purposes. Using
Model 1, we will expose the rational basis for
the decision to pursue the RMA. An essential
question here is whether the decision process
has furnished the Department of Defense
(DOD) with a clear vision that can unite dis-
parateor ganizations. Model 2 thenleadsusto
consider the relevant organizations involved
in implementing the RMA. Is it likely that
these agencies, by employing their existing
programs, can combine their efforts to pro-
duce a true transformation? Finally, using
Model 3, we can pre dict the im pact of govem-
mental politics on the RMA. Given the
decision-making and implementation chan-
nels, will leaders have a clear picture of how
each alternative either contributes to or de-
tractsfromtheoverallobjective? Further, will
the parochial interests and past stances of the
playerssubverttheintendedtransformation?

Model 1: Rational Actor

Both the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
and the National De fense Panel (NDP) re ports
relied upon rationally based analyses which
led each to recommend that the US military
should actively seek to transform itself. The
analyses differ primarily in the speed with
which they advocate adopting the RMA. The
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Thunder plan, and there was time to overcome the “not invented here” objection.

QDR is the more conservative of the two be-
cause it focuses more on current threats; the
NDP emphasizes future dangers. In classic
rational-analytic fashion, the QDR first states
national goals and objectives; it then identi-
fies alternatives, evaluates likely conse-
quences, and recommends actions that hold
the greatest promise of meeting the objec-
tives. A key as sump tion of the QDR is that po-
litical and military engagement overseas will
continue and that American military superi-
ority will be maintained. Further, the QDR
strategy calls for the United States to be able
to undertake two overlapping major theater
wars while defense resources remain con-
stant. Taken together, these factors produce

the QDR’s central trade-off between speed of
adoption of the RMA and preservationofcur
rent force structure.

Since the RMA presumably would be real-
ized in part through buying new systems, the
QDR’s pro cure ment budget is a par tial re flec
tion of the speed with which the United States
feels it can exploit the RMA. One alternative
was to maintain the current trend, in which
pro cure ment was ex pected torise from $42.6
billion in fiscal year (FY) 1998 to $50 billion
by FY 2001. Using force-structure cuts to
achieve more procurement spending, the
QDR entertains alternative increases in pro-
curement to $60 to $65 billion.
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Ultimately, the QDR chose to hedge
against uncertainty by taking the middle
ground, maintaining that a $60 billion pro-
curement budget would permit “increasing
newsystemsandtechnologiesatareasonably
aggressive rate, with modest room for new
program starts. The goal for this path is to be-
gin transforming the force to meet future
challenges, while also shaping and respond-
ing to meet near-term challenges.”?* The $60
billion QDR!spro curementbudget, however,
only brings it in line with what was origi nally
planned in the presi dent’s FY 1998 budget. As
documented in the QDR, procurement
spending declined 63 percent between 1985
and 1997. The goal of $60 billion still repre-
sents a 50 percent drop since 1985.

Model 1 analysis brings us to the conclu-
sion that-the United States has chosen to pur-
sue the RMA because it wants to be able to
domi nate in futurebat tles. It weighed the im-
portance of continuing current commit-
ments against the risks of being slow to trans-
form. In sum, the United States has elected to
pursue the RMA as quickly as fiscal con-
straints permit, while simultaneously main-
tainingtheabil ity torespond to in terimse cu-
rity challenges.

The second Model 1-style analysis of the
impact of the RMA on US defense strategy
came from the NDP. The essential difference
between the NDP and the QDR is that the
NDP’s analysis discounted the probability of
two nearly simultaneous major theater wars
and focused instead on future threats. Since
the panel differs with the QDR in its assess-
ment of the strategic environment, Model 1
correctly predicts that it arrives at a different
set of recommendations. The panel decided
that “selecting a strategy appropriate for
twenty years hence was not possible or desir-
able.” Instead, the NDP argued that the
United States should embarkuponatransfor-
mation strategy. This is a fundamentally dif-
ferent approach from the QDR’s, but it still
conforms to Model 1 in that it assumes the
United States can select and pursue a strategy
through rational choice.

The panel embraced theRMA, stat ing, “We
areon the cusp of amilitaryrevolu tionstimu-

lated by rapid advances in information and
information-related technologies.” Like the
QDR, the NDP perceived a risk inherent in
sacrific ing force struc ture to pursuethe RMA:
“If we transform ourselves too quickly, we
may inadvertently dismantle elements of our
military that have kept us safe all these years
and still have to play a role.” 2* However, the
panelalsodis cerned arisk as so ciated with tar-
rying: “If we do not lead the technological
revolution we will be vulnerable to it."2®
Along with recommending several reorgani-
zations and shifts in roles and missions
among the active and reserve components,
the NDP identified a need for $5 to $10 bil-
lion annually to pay for “initiatives in intelli-
gence, space, urban warfare, jointex perimen-
tation and information operations. "¢

Despite their differences, both the QDR
andtheNDP concludedafterrational analysis
that the nation should pursue the revolution
in military affairs. More importantly, there
are indications that they add up to a shared
strategic vision. For example, Gen Charles
Krulak, Marine Corps commandant, has ad-
vocated “literally rebuilding our strategy-
making process, rebuilding the way we look
at national security, in order to capitalize
fully on all of our national strengths.” Krulak
says his vision extends “beyond interagency,
beyond jointness.” 2’

Model 2: Organizational Process

As our earlier analysis of Desert Storm’s air
campaign suggests, however, the rational
strategies outlined in the QDR and the NDP
do not foreordain the progress of the RMA.
One observer, contending that focusing on
procurement funding misses the key issue,
wrote that “the major limits on exploiting
long-available technologies are not inade-
quate research and development and pro-
curement, but rigid and parochial organiza-
tional sys tems within and among the mili tary
ser-vices.” 28 Enunciating a policy in the QDR
is one thing; trans lat ing the goals into ac tion-
able capabilities is another altogether.

The DOD’s policy-making repertoire relies
upon many planning and programming or-




ganizations, well practiced inthe artofassess
ing the impact of different funding levels on
acquisition programs within functional ar-
eas, as well as in the employment of an arse-
nal of analytic tools. Like CENTCOM on the
eve of the Gulf crisis, the DOD'’s ability to
generate alternatives is heavily reliant upon
existing organizational structures and pro-
grams. For example, the process of assessing
the worth of new technology often employs
models and simu la tions, such as the Deep At
tack Weapons Mix Study, which was used to
evaluatetheeffectivenessofvariousweapons
mixes in nominal scenarios. These models,
because they use data from past conflicts, are
better at modeling operational capabilities of
attrition-oriented doctrines and force struc-
tures than those of information-based future
war.

The Department of Defense’s key program
for ensuring that the DOD budget reflects
policy priorities is the planning , program-
ming, and budgeting system (PPBS). Insti-
tuted by Secre tary of DefenseRobertS. McNa
mara in the 1960s, the PPBS comprisesinputs
from the secretary of defense, the Joint Staff,
the combatant commanders, and the serv-
ices. However, the PPBS is inherently limited
when it comes to implementing innovations
such as the RMA. For example, although it is
possibletoidentifytotal procurementspend-
ing, gauging the amount of that spending
which is being devoted to the RMA is more
difficult. Because of previous commitments
to purchase existing systems, those systems
stand a far bet ter chance of be ing funded than
do RMA technologies. Thus, the organiza-
tional pro cess is much more likely to come up
with the targeted spending level of $60 bil-
lion for procurement than it is to ensure that
those funds are devoted to exploiting the
most promising new technologies.

The NDP suggested giving RMA programs
better visibility by creating a Joint Forces
Command thatwould be thelo cus of joint in-
novationandexperimentation. Further, itad
vocated giving the joint forces commander
budget authority to ensure that the experi-
mentation program was fully supported.?®
This organizational mechanism proved suc-
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cessful when deficiencies were perceived in
special operations forces in the 1980s, so the
NDP recommendation seems to reflect an at-

Another expectation we can derive
from the pre-Desert Storm period is
that the inability to realistically
rehearse new doctrine can leave
contentious issues unaddressed and
logical flaws undiscovered.

tempt at organizational learning.

Rather than create a new Joint Forces Com-
mand, however, SecretaryCohenrecentlyde-
cided to designate the US Atlantic Command
(USACOM) as the executive agent for con-
ducting joint war-fighting experimentation.
To ensure visibility at the DOD level, Secre-
tary Cohen charged the Defense Resources
Board with conducting periodic reviews of
USACOM's activities as part of its RMA over-
sight role. Significantly, USACOM will not
have budget authority; instead, the chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination
with the services and the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, will establish levels of fund-
ing support.3°

The individual services will thus continue
to play an important role in RMA implemen-
tation. The evidence suggests that they are al-
ready responding to the strategic vision
through organizational routines. The ad-
vanced concept technology demonstration
(ACTD) program is one example. The DOD
developed this program to inject innovation
rapidly into the field. According to Secretary
Cohen, “The ACTD is our ap proachto cap tur-
ing and harnessing technology and innova-
tion rapidly for military use at reduced
cost.”3! Some ACTD programs have suc-
ceeded; for example, Portal Shield, an auto-
mated warning system that can detectchemi-
cal and biological attacks, was deployed in
1998, only two years after development be-
gan at the Naval Surface Warfare Center.32
Others have met with more resistance. The
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Navy canceled the ar senal ship,amuch more
costly ACTD, after a funding cutback by the

The platforms also developed con-
stituencies in Congress, whose
members saw the continued pro-
duction of the platforms as ensur-
ing jobs in their states or districts.

. __________________________________________________|]

Congress.?

Another expectation we can derive from
the pre-Desert Storm period is that the in abil-
ity to realistically rehearse new doctrine can
leave contentious issues unaddressed and
logical flaws undiscovered. The services are
addressing this by supporting efforts such as
the battlelab concept. Battlelabs are an at-
tempt to put creative thinkers in an environ-
ment where they can experiment with and
quickly incorporate new operational and lo-
gistic concepts. Focus ingonconceptssuchas
unmanned aerial vehicles, battle manage-
ment, and space, these battlelabs span the
spectrum of technological, organizational,
and functional innovation. Battlelabs, to-
gether with war-fighting experiments, joint
exercises, and simulations, represent organi-
zational routines aimed at developing what
sociologists call organizational intelligence.
These ef forts could have the same im pact that
Checkmate and the Black Hole planners had
on Instant Thunder if they are nurtured by
senior leadership.

AssociologistsBarbaraLevittand JamesG.
March point out, however, there are several
obstaclestolearningfromexperience.First, it
will be difficult for the battlelab experiments
to remain relevant in the face of rapidly
changing technology and threat uncertain-
ties. Second, during the process of experi-
mentation, the battlelabs may develop rou-
tines that themselves may become barriers to
innovation. Finally, the lessons learned from
experimentation may be ambiguous since
the causalfactorsmay becomplex. According
to Levitt and March, learning canbecounter-

productive in terms of organizational intelli-
gence if it leads to erroneous inferences.
Thus, although the DOD’s experimentation
program is an impressive indicator of organ-
izational commitment, it is not a guarantee
that the RMA will succeed*

Furthermore, while ACTDs and battlelabs
may assist the department as it attempts to
elevate the priority of the RMA, budgeting
processes may continue to delay it. The PPBS
itself inserts a two-year delay between identi-
fying a need for change and providing the re-
quired funding. In addition, the budgeting
process creates pressures that can work
against innovative technology. In recent
years when the cost of operations exceeded
plannedlevels, the short fallre sulted in cuts
toresearchand pro cure mentac counts. This
is because operations funds come out of cur
rent appropriations, while modernization in-
volves both current and future spending.
Money cut from research and development,
and to some extent procurement programs,
usually results in only a small percentage of
the cut becoming available for spending in
the current year. As the QDR points out, the
result has been “a yearly postponement of
modernization goals.” Furthermore, since
acquisition of legacy systems has also re-
ceived a higher priority in the past, Allison's
Model 2leads usto ex pect that organizational
tendencies will tend to perpetuate this pat
tern. Overcomingtheinertiaof continuingto
modernizeexistingforceseveninthefaceofa
recognized need to invest in new technology
is an ongoing organizational challenge.

The organizational lens reveals both barri-
ers and the enablers for the RMA. Organiza-
tionsareresponsibleforitslack of visibil ity in
the budgeting process, absence of ownership
and advocacy by any one segment of the de-
fense establishment, and an acquisition pro-
cess that can increase the cost of innovation
by focusing on procurement rather than pro-
totyping. On the other hand, organizational
changesare tak ing place; seniorofficialshave
become involved in promoting technology
development,androutinesnow ex istto bring
advanced technology and the institutions
that nurture them into the or ganization. Still,




it remains to be seen whether these organiza-
tional changes can overcome barriers to real
innovation. The success or failure of RMA ef-
forts may turn, not solely on organizational
factors, butalso onthecharacteristics of gov-
ernmental politics.

Model 3: Governmental Politics

Using the governmental politics model re-
veals that the services largely control key ac-
tion channels for injecting discontinuous
change into military forces. Desert Storm's
dramatic technologies were available to all
the services, but each assessed those tech-
nologies differently and thus exploited them
atdifferentrates. Often, existingactionchan-
nels tended to incorporate the technologies
into certain platforms, whether or not it was
the best way to exploit the technology. Each
platform—aircraft carrier, fighterair craft, and
~main battle tank—had a community that had
grown up around it and sought to enhance
that platform’s capability. The services be-
came committed to those platforms, which
were seen as central to each service's ethos.
The platforms also developed constituencies
in Congress, whose mem berssaw the contin -
ued production of the platforms as ensuring
jobs in their states or districts. Therefore, the
surest channelfor field ing RMA technolo gies
is to build them into and around carriers,
manned aircraft, and heavy armor. The diffi-
cultyisthat thisap proachisunlikely eitherto
producethemost defense capability ortoen-
gender rapid adoption of RMA capabilities.
One of the means of overcoming this bu-
reaucratic inertia is to develop a consensus
among the end users, in this case the com-
batant commanders, that an innovation
will help them perform their mission. This
wouldcreateapowerfulgovernmentaladvo-
cate to push for new capabilities, just as
Schwarzkopf's insistence on a strategic air
campaign was critical to its success. US Space
Command, for ex am ple, sends teams to work
with the unified commanders to ascertain
their needs. Eventually, as new capabilities
are fielded, it helps ensure that operational
plans incorporate them. This creates re-
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quirements “pull” which can accelerate pro-
curement.

Another counter to bureaucratic inertia is
simply to bypass it, as Schwarzkopf perhaps
didwhenhe ap proached the Air Staff directly.
This was also the case with the development
of the F-117A, according to Paul G. Kaminski,
the former undersecretary of defense for ac-
quisition and technology. He credits the suc-
cessful acquisition of the F-117A to the pro-
gram’s highly classified status during
development. Thus, it “was not in visible
competition with other Air Force programs.
Had it been in competition with other pro-
grams . . . we might not have done the pro-
gram at all.”3” Se curitywas also help fultothe
F-117A effort in that it shielded the plane
from criticismduringdevel opmentandit “fa-
cilitated open and non-adversarial relation-
ships with the Congress.”* However, secrecy
is a high price to pay; it can mask inefficient
practices, it is expensive to maintain, and it
can make field commanders reluctant to ex-
ploit new capabilities3®

Moreover, the United States has now
moved from a threat-driven resource alloca-
tion environment toacost- driven one. Asob-
vious threats vanish, it will become more dif-
ficulttodevelopre quirements “pull.” Finally,
asKaminskiobserves, currentcost constraints
caninduce de ci sionmak ers to shy away from
tak ingrisks, thusinhibitingtechnologicalad-
vances. ACTDs may coun teract this ten dency.
By actively seeking out new concepts “before
their time,” they may alert threatened con-
stituencies who could then work to thwart
them.

Even if new technologies are funded and
injected into platforms where they can have
maximum effect, they must be incorporated
into established doctrine before being built
into force structure. The battlelab concept
provides only a partial answer to this issue.
Between successful demonstration of new
concepts in a battlelab and their codification
in new doctrine lies another treacherous
path, fraught with bureaucratic obstacles.
Joint doctrine threatening to particular plat-
forms or services can become contentious, as
the JFACC experience makes plain. The bat-
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tlelabs are service creatures, as are many
future-oriented war games. Until new con-
ceptsarebuiltinto the jointanalyticalmodels

Organizational processes and
governmental politics hold the key
1o military innovation, whether on
the eve of battle or at the dawn of a
revolution in warfare.

used to study alternate force structures, they
will havelim ited im pact on op erational plans
and acquisition priorities.

The services have two limitations that in-
hibit their ability to serve as action channels
forim plementingchange. Theylack both the
authority to conduct the joint experimenta-
tion which will fully test their visionsand the
credibility to present the outcomes of field
tests in terms that would not be seen as paro-
chial. The joint innovation concept advo-
cated by the NDP attempted to address this
shortcoming. In short, this concept included
joint field testing by a new Joint Force Com-
mand, integrating service battlelabs under a
Joint Battlelab, and joint national training
centers. Thisconceptoffered ameans ofinsti-
tutionalizing innovation by giving the joint
force commander the ability to combine the
innovation programs of each of the services.
Joint exercises and experiments would gain
credibility because they would no longer be
conducted under the auspices of command-
ers in chief (CINC) with their regional focus
or the serv ices with theirlim ited scope. How-
ever, this approach would have made the
joint force commander a powerful arbiter of
the direction of the RMA. Thus Secretary Co-
hen’s recent decision to designate USACOM
as the focus of joint experimentation, while
leaving the services fully empowered to ex-
periment within their core competencies, is
an attempt to both enhance and preserve
multiple routes to transformation.

Still, joint implementation of USACOM's
experimental outcomes presupposes coop-
eration from the services in their traditional
roles of organizing, training, and equipping
the armed forces. Since the services will be
giving up control overthe sce nar ios inwhich
the new con cepts will be tested, the out comes
may fail to gain serv ice sup port. To theex tent
the services reach different conclusions over
theresultsofjointexperimentation, theywill
disagree on the advisability of force structure
and doctrine changes. Furthermore, the ac-
quisition process introduces a powerful, ser-
vice-centered action channel that can frus-
trate needed innovation. As Allison points
out, “When a governmental or Presidential
decision is reached, the larger game is not
over. Decisions canbere versed orignored..
. . For after a decision, the game expands,
bringing in more players with more diverse
preferences and more independent power. 0
Jointexperimentationcombinedwithservice
implementation thus runs the risk of uneven
integration of revolutionary capabilities

Conclusion and

Recommendations:
Whither the RMA?

We have seen several indications of the
probable course of the RMA by applying obser-
vations gleaned from Instant Thunder. On the
rational-actor level, Desert Storm’s air cam-
paign and the fu ture tra jec tory of the RMA seem
likelogical, even pre dictable, courses ofac tion.
On the organizational level, they look much
less inevitable. Instead, they become the prod-
uctsoforganizationsmoderat ingeachother,as
demonstrated by the cooperation between
CENTAF and Checkmate on the one hand, and
the proposed leveragingofserviceinitiativesto
produce joint innovationontheother.Inad di-
tion, on the governmental-politics level, the
cases raise our awareness of the clashes among
parochial entities.

This analysis has highlighted the forces at
work as the military attempts to come to
terms with the RMA and points the way to-



ward better implementation. First, at the
rational-actor level, the military is con-
strained by lim ited de fense dol lars and by the
need to balance the opportunities for trans-
formation with the risks of abandoning cur-
rent commitments. Whileasharedvisionofa
trans formed US mili tary is emerg ing, it isnot
enough. An authoritative leader, whether it
be the JCS chairman or some other official,
must champion its implementation. Only
then will it gain support among the unified
CINCs and the services. Second, the services
have instituted organizational processes that
can lead to innovation, butagain, atrueRMA
might not result. Traditional budgeting pro-
cesses must not be allowed to subvert at-
tempts to prototype revolutionary new capa-
bilities. Bydesignatingthe DefenseResources
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